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"SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CIVIL DIVISION . 









Pursuant to D, C. Cade. §, 11-906-and District of Columbia Superior Court Rule of Civil Pr | 
(“SCR Civ”) 40-1, it is baeoehy ORDERED as follows: 7 





(1) Effective this date, this case. has assigned 10 the individual calendar lied below. # u _— filings 
in this case shall bear the calendar number and the judge’s name beneath the case number in'the caption. On, 
filins any motion or paper related thereto, one copy (for the judge) must be delivered To the Clerk along with the 


original. 





copies of the.Summions, the Complaint, and this Initial Order, and any General Order issued [by the judge to 


(2) Within. 60 days of the filing of the complaint, plaintiff must file proof of serving on a defendant: 
been filed,. the 


whom the case. is assigned. As To any. defendant. for whom such proof of service has 


— Complaint will be. dismissed without prejudice for want of prosecution unless the time for serving the defendant 


has been extended as provided 1 in SCR Civ 4{0). 


(3) Within 20 days of service as:described above, except as otherwise noted in SCR Civ id each defendant 
must respond 10 the Complaint by filing an Answer or other responsive ‘reading. As to the defendant who has 
failed to respond; a default. and judgment will pe entered unless the time to Tespond has heen extended as 
provided in SCR Civ 55{a). : 





{4} At. the. time and place noted below, all counsel and unrepresented parties shall a apest before the 
assigned judge.as an. Initial Scheduling and Settlement Conference to discuss the possibilities of setlement and 
to. establish a schedule for the completion of all proceedings, including, normally, either: mediation, case 
evaluation, or arbitration. Counsel shall discuss with their clients.prior to the conference whether the clients are 
agrecable to binding ar non-binding arbitration. This order is the only notice that partics and counsel will 
receive concerning this Conference, | 








| Chief Judge Rufus G. King, me on 
Case Assigned to: Indge JOHN M CAMPBELL 


Initial Conference: 9:30 am, Friday, September 02, 2005 
Location: Courtroom S17 

$00 Indiana Avenue N.W.. 

WASHIN GTON, DC 20001 





JUN 2 4 2008 


MARCY MAYER WHITTINGTON |e 
8.5. DISTRICT couRT | 
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$0 Indiana 
Washington, D.C. 2000) Telephone: 879-1133 






[Mohammad Amin Kakeh 
| | Plamijy 
Vo. 


United Planning Organization. 


Defendant 


SUMMONS = —- 


To the above named Defendant: 


You are hereby summoned and required to serve an Answer to the attached Complaint, either 
personally or through Bn anOrney; within twenty (20) days after service of this summons upon your 
exclusive of the day of service. If you are being sued as ag officer or agency of the United Sates 
Government or the Distact of. ( ja Government you have 60 days after service of this) summons to 
serve your Answer. A copy. of the Answer must be mailed to the altomey for the party plainnif who ts 

3 you. The-attorney’s name and address appear below- aintiff has no attomey, a copy of the 


suing Tf pl ; 
Answer must be mailed to the plaintiff at the ‘address stated on this Summons. 


You are also. required to file the original Answer with the Cowt in Room JM 170 at} 300 Indiana 
Avenue. NOW. between 9:00 am. and 4:00 pm., Mondays through Fridays or between 9:00 am. and 





12:00. Noon on Saturdays. You may file the original Answer with he Court eit er before you serve a 
copy of the Answer ‘on the plaintiff or within five (5) days after you have served the plaintiff if 
ro file an Answer, Judgment ‘by default may be entered against you for the relief 7 
complaint. : 







Clerk of the Court 






» 


Dae[May 31,2005 





Telephone 


PURDE OBTENERSE COPIAS DE ESTE FORMULARIO EN ESPANOL EN EL TRIBUNAL — DEL 
| 
| 
L 
| 
| 
| 


DISTRITO DE COLUMBIA, 500 INDIANA AVENUE, N.W., SALA JIM17000— 


YOU MAY OBTAIN A COPY OF THIS FORM IN SPANISH AT THE SUPERIOR COURT OF D. 
AVENUE, N.W., ROOM JM 170 | —— 7 


Form CYC pMAMST: 3 


200 INDIANA 


NOTE: SHE IMPORTANT INFORMATION ON BACK OF THIS FORM. 
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IMPORTANT: IF you. Fal. TO. SERVE AND FILE AN. ANSWER. WITHIN THE TIME: | 

) ABOVE, OR If, AFTER YOU ANSWER,-YOU FAIL TO-APPEAR AT ANY TIME THE — 
COURT NOTIFIES YOU TO DO 80, A JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT MAY BE ENTERED. 
AGAINST YOU FOR THE MONEY DAMAGES OR OTHER RELIEF DEMANDED IN THE: 
COMPLAINT. IF THIS OCCURS, YOUR WAGES MAY BE ATTACHED OR WITHHELD 
PERSONAL PROPERTY OR REAL ESTATE. YOU OWN MAY BE TAKEN aw SOLD TO PAY 
THE JUDGMENT. IF YOU INTEND TO OPPOSE THIS ACTION, DO NOT F4ll TO, ANSWER 
WIKHIN THE REQUIRED TIME | : 











one of the offices of the Legal. Aid Society: (628-1 :16]) or the Neighborhood Lega}. Services (682-2700) for help 
or came to Room JM 170 at 500 Indiana Avenue, N.W., for more infarmation concerning whete yo 


jf you wish to.talk to a lawyer and feel that you cannot afford ta pay a fre 10 a lawyer, ane contact 
ask for such help. 


May 
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IN THE SUPERIOR co URT OF THE. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA | 


MOHAMMAD AMIN KAKEH 
7050 Leestone Street 
Springfield, Virginia 22151 
Plainuff, | 60044102-05. 
: — =: CASE NO. 






UNITED PLANNING ORGANIZATION, INC. 
301 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C.20001 > 









& RECEIVED 
“owt CLERICS OFFICE 
MAY 3 3 ic 


Serve: 
Dana M. Jones 
Interim Chief Executive Officer 
United Planning Organization 
301 Rhode Island Avenue, NW. 
Washington, DC 20001-1826, 


Defendant. 


COMPLAINT | 

Plaintiff, Mohammad Amin Kakeh, by and through his undersigned counsel, Zipin & 

Melehy, LEC, — brags suit against Defendant United Planning Organization, Plal 
as follows: 

JURISDICTION 

1. | Plaintiff brings suit against Defendants retahation in violation of the ] 

Pystrict Contractors md Instrumentality Whistleblower Protection provisions set forth : | 

2-223.01 through 2-223.07, common law wrongful discharge and retaliation for 

protected activity in violation of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act of 1977, : 3 


DC ST § 2-1402.17@)). 


= aR A Ep Sere : 
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form a grant. Defendant also entered into a contract with the District of Columbia to admini 


%° wth ey WO tenet rTazce nan 


= ‘The Jurisdiction of this Court is based upon DC ST§11-821. os - 7 


VENUE 


3, Defendant United Planning Organization (“Defendant”) is a private nen profit oo 







corporation that maintains its principal offices and does business in the District of Colu 
4. At all times relevant to this case, Plaintiff was employed by Defendan , 


Planning Organization at its District of Columbia office. 


making venue proper in this Court. 





FACTS | 
6. Defendant provides community based anti-poverty services to citizens of he District 


of Columbia. It is funded primanly by grants fyom the District of Columbia govenum at and the 





contract with the District of Columbia to administer the Headstart program, a — 


educational services to pre-school children from low income families. This program is funded by 







gxant and also by District of Columbia finds which are disbursed directly to the Defer 


2 
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. program: comes from the Distictof Columbia government which disburses these funds dineery 7 


_——— — Wine, 


| Defendant. ‘Defendant also has other: contacts with the District of Columbia government fo other 


services, which are funded in whole or in part by the Distnct of Columbia. 






7. Plaintiff began his employment with Defendant on June 28, aoe as the C ntrolier. 
8  Plainnff’s job fearon jncluded establishing and maintaining the Or ; 
accounting principles, practices, and procedures; preparing financial reports and p : senting 


subsequent findings and recommendations to lop management; oversight of the computer accounting 





"system; management of the cash flow and the revenue activities; preparation of overalllfinancial 


starements annvally and otherwise; preparation of the audit schedule nnd oversight o the audit 
preparation; Management of the Organization’s budget including all related disburs ) nts and 
reporting requirements; acting as. chief financial adviser to the Organization's = and 
executives: development alent of staff; and design and. Operation ofaccounting computerized 


system. 






9, ° OnAprill, 2003 , Defendant appointed Sheila Shears ("Shears") to the sition of 
Chief Financial Officer. Shears did not meet the qualifications for the position. jefendant’s 
Bxecutive Director, Benjamin. Jermings (“Jennings”) hired Shears. 
10. On Iume 6, 2003. Defendaar s Deputy Director, Gladys Mack Mack’ officially 


stripped Plaintiff of ius duties dunng a Tnanager’s meeting, Specifically, Plainuit w no longer 





invited: to financial meetings, he was taken off the distribution list, and he was s i 
authority and duties as Controller. Although Plaintiff still retamed the title of Controller ins position 


was reduced to work in 4 more clerical capacity. 
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Hi. On October3, 2003, Plaintiff weote a memorandum to the Executive Directo entitled — 
“Controller's Status. Alen”. This memorandum alerted the Executive Director about the s egiousness - 
of the Defendant's financial operations and solvency. The Plaintiff also complained athe sia 

| being deprived of financial information necessary for him to carry out his job duties. Sp sifically, 
Plaintiff complained that he was not assisted by Shears, that he was no longer involved in jneetings 


where Defendant’s finances were discussed, that he was being denied information that essential 





to the performance of his job, that his position had been reduced ta a clerical position aad : at he had 
been stripped of his autharity.. . 

12. On October 20, 2003, Plaintiff sent a memorandum. entitled “Urgent Request for 
‘Budget and Financial Information” to Mack and he carbon copied Jemings and Defendan 5 General 
Counsel. In this memorandum, Plaintiff complained about the fact that Defendant was depriving 


him of information necessary ta perform the duties of his position as Controller. 





13. 2003, Plaintiff Jeamed facts which caused him to reasonably believe that Defendant 
had engaged in the followime: gross mismanagement In connection with the admimst “ tion of a 
public program or the execution of a public contract; gross misuse or waste of public : sources or 
funds; ab use of authority in connection with the administration of 4 public program or ihe execution 
ofa public contract, and. a violations of contractual terms and state, local and federal law: ‘within the 


theaning of D.C. ST. § 2-223.01 . Such actions shall hereinafter be referred to as “fran a 






abuse.” Plaintiff's discovery of fraud, waste and abuse, included but was not |i 


following, by way of example: (1) that employees or company officials were incurris , 








ee a ee ee a 


7 (3) alarge deficit had been incurred by the Defendant and (8) other fraud, waste and ab 
bodies and/or agencies of both the Distict of Columbia and the federal government. 


body within the meaning of D.C. ST § 2-223.01, and requested that Eboda meet with him 


a his allegations that Defendant commited frand, waste and abuse. Eboda was a mer 


from Defendant's office. During this meeting, Plaintiff mfarmed Ehada of Defendant's frm 
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re” por 


- taeluding expendinures for parking tickets, vehicle fines, consulting. services and ured; @ fat 
Defendant provided omry vehicles to the Board Chairman and Jennings; (5) that Jeansags 


— *, purchaséd a 46-foot fishing beat for'his own personal use with Defendant’s funds; (6) that Jennings 







: incurred $221,060 — on Defendant’s credit cards; (7) that Defendant awarded al contract 


non-competitively to Watkins Security, a company owned hy a Board Member Richard _ 


14. Beginning in February, 2004, Plaintiff began making protected disclosures|to public 


| podies as defined by D.C. ST § 2223.01, by reporting Defendant’s fraud, waste and abusejto public 


15. For example, prior to February 10, 2004, Plaintiff contacted Mr. T unde Eboda 


(“Eboda”), a Program Manager for the District of Caluntbia Department of Ruman Services, a public 






ia discuss 


7€F, agent, 


2 servant, oy otherwise employed hy a public body and Plainiff’s protected disclosures to him were 


disclosures toa public body. On February 10, 2004, Plaintiff met with Eboda at a location away 





and abuse. Eboda requested an official visit at Defendant’s office to investigate Plamti s claims 


and requested 3 government audit. 





16. On February 12, 2004, Plainnff met with Dennis Ramprashad (“Ramprashad”), 


Director of Audit, and Nuhaylatra Ydrisu (“Idrisu”), two auditors employed by Thompson, Cobb, 


Brazilio, and Assaciates, P.C, Defendant had hired Thompson, Cobb, Braxilio and Associates, P.C. 


to audit its financial records. Raraprashad and Idrisu were agents of a public bady or supervisors 
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within the meaning of D, C.8T r§ 2-223. QO. At this mecting, Platt made public disclosures sof a 
allegations that Defendant engaged-in a fraud, waste and abuse. | 

17. . On February 16, 2004, Plaintiff spoke with Ehoda and arranged to meet him at 
Plaintiffs office on February 19, 2004 concerning Plaintiff's allegations that eftliam had 


committed fraud, waste and abuse. On February 19, 2004, Plaintiff met with Eboda and Ehoda’s 






assistant at Plaintiff's office to discuss and review the evidence Plaintiff possessed which lated to 
Defendant's fraud, waste and. abuse. Ehoda’s assistant was a member; agent oY Servagit. fa public 
body or was otherwise employed by a public body. During this meeting, Plaintiff made|protected | 
disclosures of his allegations that. Defendant had commined fraud, waste and abusc. Defendant 
became aware of Plamatt?’ s protected disclosures to a public body on or prior to «on On 
or about Febmary 19, 2004, Eboda met with Shears and Mack, at different times, and di = the 
Plaintiff's allegations that Defendant committed fraud, waste and abuse. | 

18 On March 1, 2004, Plaintiff met with Eboda, Ehoda’s assistant, and mi auditors 


who were employed or commissioned by the District. of Columbia Department of Hum : Services. 






The auditors were members, agents or otherwise employed by a public hody. TRe me eting Took 
place at Plaintiff's office. During this meeting, Plaintiff made protected disclosure : fo Eboda, 
Eboda’s assistant and the auditors that Defendant had engaged in fraud, waste and “T 

19. On March 3, 2004, Plaintiff'met with Ramprashad, Eboda, and severala itors. The 
a ea anditars accompanying them were members or agents of apublic body. Art usTHesTIn, 
Plaintiff made protected disclosures to Ramprashad, Eboda and the auditors of his ali legations of 


fraud, waste and abuse by the Defendant. The same day, Mack requested that Plaintiff alter one of — 





Defendant's fimancia) statements. to conceal the Defendant s frend, waste - abuse. Paint 


communicated to. Mack that he would not alter or change the financial Statement. , | 
20, On or about March Lt 2004, as a result of Plaintiit’ s protected = fraud, 
waste and abuse, Defendant placed Jennings on administrative leave pending mvyestigation. 


21. On March 17, 2004, Plamtiff met with Eboda and two auditors from the : leadstart 






program, Inembers, agenis or contractors of apublic body within the meaning of DC.ST§ 2.293.01, 
to discuss Plainwif’ s allegations that Defendant had committed fraud, waste and abuse. 
meeting, Plaintiff made protected disclosures of his allegations that Defendant engage lin fraud, 
Waste and. abuse. | | 
22. On March 18, 2004, Eboda met with Defendant's Board of Trustees and pm , vided the 
results of an audit which demonstrated that Defendant had engaged in faud, waste and bse The 


delivery of this. audit report.ta the Board of Trustees was a direct. and proximate ” of the 






Plaintiff's protected disclosures to public bodies that Defendant engaged in frand, wast aud abuse. 
23. On March 19, 2004, Plaimiff met with the auditors from the Headstart : 
discuss his allegations: thst Defendant engaged in fraud, waste and abuse, as it re sted to the 
 Headstart progyam. The auditors of the Headstart program were agents of public bodies penne 
made protected disclosures to them of informanon related to his allegations that Defe 5 engaged 


in fraud, waste and abuse. 






24, Omar about March 25, 2004 Jennings was terminated from his position wi | Defendant. 


Subsequently, Dana Jones (“Jones”) was appointed Interim Executive Director. 
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25. On March 31, 2004, Plaimitf filed a charge | of discrimination against Defendant fo os 
discrimination onthe basis of his. race, color, gender, national origin au religion with the Disc of 
Columbia Office of Human Rights. He alleged a pattem of harassment and discriminatory treatment. 

26. On Apal27, 2004, District af Colombia Councitmember-At-Large De Catania, 

Chairman of the Committee on Public Services, issued a letter to Jones, informing hi : that the 
Committee. was pommieicny: an investigation into Plaintiff's allegations that idee, had 


conmnitted fraud, waste and abuse and requested that Defendant supply information and ocuments 





related to the allegations. Councilmember Catania’s investigation was a direct and proximate result 
of the Plaintiff's protected disclosure to public bodies of his allegations that Defendant committed 
fraud, waste and abuse. 


27. On May 3, 2004, as a result of Plaintiff's protected disclosure that Defi . 





engaged in fraud, waste and abuse, Special Agent Kenneth oe Marty (“Marty”) contacted Plaintiff. 
Marty was a Special Agent with the United States Department of Nealth.and Human Services, Office - 


of Inspector General, Office of Investigations, a public body within the meaning of DIC. ST § 2-_ 





223.01. Marty informed Plaintiff that he had been assigned. to investigate Plaintiff’s allegations that 
Defendant had. engaged in fraud, waste and abuse. During the meeting, Plaintiff rnade protected 


disclosures ta Marty that Defendant engaged in fraud, waste and abuse. 





28. On May 4, 2004, at the request of Marty, Plainnff met with Feder  Bureay of 
Investigation Agent Duncan (“Duncan”) during which he made protected disclosure 10 | nie body 
that Defendant had engaged in fraud, waste and abuse. Marty and Duncan were ageat or members 


of pubic bodies. 


+ 
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29. Qn May6, 2004, Plaintiff met with Marty, Duncan, Assistant U.S. Attorney Debra, a 


Long-Doyle (“Doyle”), and FBI Agent Hans C ‘Hans”).. Marty, Duncan, Long-Doyle and Hans were 
agents of public. hodies. During the meeting, Plaintiff made protected disclosures of his allegations 


that Defendant: committed fraud, waste and: abuse. by providing documents and infor ation To 





— his allegations of fraud, waste and abuse. . 

30, On May 12, 2004 Plaintiff spoke with J unius Nottingham (“Nottingham”), fom the 
Office of Inspector General for the District of Columbia government. At that hime, Notting) am was 
an agent of a public body. During Plaintiff’ s conversation Plaintiff made protected disclos ) 


allegations that Defendant engaged in fraud, waste and abuse. 





31. On May 12,2004 salves 19, 2004, Plaintiff provided Marty with docum ns related 


1o. the Plaintiff's: allegations that Defendant committed fraud, waste and abuse. The 





| dacuments constituted projected disclosures to a public body within the meaning of D.C. ST. § 2- 


223.01. 





32, Onorabout May 28, 2004, RusselL.D. Simmons, President of Defendant’ : Board of 
Directors, resigned as a result of an investigation surrounding, his. inappropriate. use of : Mercury 
Mountaineer SUV provided to him by the Defendant. This investigation was a direct and proximate 


result of Plaintiff's protected disclosures to public bodies regarding Defendant's fraud, waste and 
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- of persons who had knowledge related to Plaintiff's allegations that Defendant committed fraud, 


- - waste and abuse. 


public bodies of information related to the fraud, waste and abuse committed by the De 


plain view. and during regular working hours, Plaintiff escorted these persons into aa 


building: and tack them directly to his office. Beckman wimessed Plaintiff esco 


| During the meeting with Beckman and Booker, Marty, Hans and the attoracy discussed 


: allegations that Defendant engaged in fraud, waste and abuse. Later that day, Marty, 1 


34. On June 1, 2004 Marty, Hans and a government attorney amaie 3 office 


for the. express purpose of investigating Plaintiff's allegationis that Defendant engaged in fraud, Waste. 


— 7 


and abuse. This visit was a direct and proximate result of the Plaintiff's protected disc sure to 






investigators into the bailding, and followed them to Plaintiff's office. Plamuff then took Marty, 


Hans and the atomeyto meet Beckman and Darlene Booker, the Executive Assistant of Defendant. 


Plainnif’s 






attomey met with Mack and Jones, during which they discussed the Plaintiff's allegations of fraud, 


waste and abuse. 


35. On June 2, 2004, Marty, Hans and several other government officials came to 


- ‘Defendant’s office. This visit was a direct and proximate result of the Plaintit's protected 
‘disclosures to public bodies of information about the Defendant's fraud, waste and abuse /Plaanit 


_ escorted them into the building in plain view and during regular working hours. Later that same day, 


Defendant drafted and signed a letter notifying Plaintiff that he would be terminated from his 


position as Controller effective the close of business on Fume 30, 2004. The letter also informed him 


he was immediately placed on administrative leave. The stated reason for his termination was a 


10 
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s and the 


Plampff learned of his termination on Tune 2, 2004, 


| the District of Columbia Office of Human Rights to allege that Defendant retaliated apa 


the exercise of protected activity, by terminating his employment on June 2, 2004. 


7: of Columbia Office of Riuuman Rights. 


Fe A he pM ee a Ve ee epee ce uy eee ne eke 


| Plaintiff made several protected disclosures to members or agents of public bodies y it 


connection with the administration of a public program or the execution of a public co tra 





re 7 } | 


7 “reduction in-force rnd necessary bya ‘reorganization of the Defendant s Office of Finance, -_ 


36. Onorabout June 18. 2004, Plaintiff amended his Charge of Discriminanon filed with 










mst him, for 


37. On March 30, 2005, Plamtiff withdrew his Charge of Discrimination with 3c District 


COUNT I 
_ (VIOLATIONS OF THE WHISTLEBLOWER STATUTE —. 
VIOLATION OF THE D.C. CODE 2-223,02) 
38. Paragraphs 1-37 of this Complaint are hereby mcorporated by reference. |. 


39. As alleged above, begimming in February, 2004 and continuing through J ‘ 


meaning of D.C.ST. § 2-223.01 (7), regarding te fact that Defendant had engaged in fraud, waste 


and abuse. Plant reasonably believed that his protected disclosures invo ved gross | 


violations of contractual terms and state, Jocal and federal Jaws within the meaning o 
223.01. 
40. Defendant was aware of the fact that Plaintiff had made protected disc 


public bodies. By terminating his employment on June 2, 2004, the Defendant tock " prohibited 


il an 
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personnel action against Plaintiff and/or retaliated against lum as a result, in whole orinpart,ofhis 
"protected disclosures to public bodies of his allegations that Defendant engaged in fraud, waste and 


| abuse. 





41. Plaintiff has been damaged economically by the defendant's actions 4s he lost the 


income and benefits of his position. He has also suffered humiliation, embarrassmen Joss of self 








with back pay and benefits; (b) such compensatory damages as a jury might award; (c) 5 
damages as a jury might award; (d) such economic damages as a Jury Might award, (e) 
damages as a jury might award; and (£) attorney's fees and costs. 


COUNT 11 
(WRONGFUL DISCHARGE) | 


42. Paragraphs 1~4] of This Complaint are hereby incorporated. by referenc 

43. Atall umes relevant to this case, Plaintiff was an at will employee of Defendant. | 

44, Beginning in February of 2004 and continuing until his termination, o J une 2, 2004 
Plainriff made a series of disclosures regarding Defendant’s fraud, waste and abuse to. both federal 
and District of Columbia officials. Defendant was aware of Plaintiff’s disclosures. | Plaintiff was . 
terminated im. whole or in part for making said fasioure which falls within the ex ‘eption to the 


employee at will doctrine. 






45. Further, Defendant requested that Plaintiff produce a fraudulent financi Statement m 
order to conceal Defendant’s fraud, waste, and ab use, an act which a believed to 


be unlawful. Plaintiff refused. Plaintiff's refusal to patticipate In this and other i] egal activities 


{2 
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resulted, in whole ar in part, in his termination. Such a termination falls within the public policy 


‘exception ta the employment at will doctrine. 


46. Plaintiff has been damaged economically by the defendant's actions, as he lost the 






income and benefits of his position. He also suffered humiliation, embarrassment, logs of self 


esteem and has otherwise been damaged psychologically and emotionally by the defendant's actions. 





Z SORE, Plaintiffrequests the following relief: (2) reinstatement to his former position 
with back pay and benefits; (b) snch compensatory damages as a jury might award; (c) such: punitive 
damages asa jury might award: (d) such economic damages as a jury might award, (e)} such other 
damages as a jury might award; and (f) attorney’s fees and costs. 
COUNT 1 
(RETALIATION) 
47, Paragraphs 1-46 of this Complaint are hereby incorporated by reference. | 7 
48. Plaintiff is a member of the following protected classes, Syrian, Cauca ian, Male, 
Muslim and light skinned. 


49. On March 31, 2004 Plaintiff engaged in protected activity by filing alcharge of 


_ discrimination with the B.C, Office of Human Rights alleging a series of discriminatory tions. and. 


harassment taken against him on the basis of his race, color, national origin, gender, and religion. 
Shortly thereafter; Defendant became aware of Plaintiff's protected activity. 

50. Defendant terminated Plaintiff on June 2, 2004. Plaintiff's termination was motivated 
in whole. or in part by ee animus against the Plaintiff for his engaging in protec ed activity 


and a causal connection exists between Plaintiff's protected activity and his termination. 
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si. “Plaine has been, damaged economically by the defendant’s actions. Ye has also. | 
a suffered | humiliation, embarrassment, loss of self esteem and has otherwise been damaged 


= psychologically and emotionally by the defendant's actions. | | 


WHEREFORE, Plainuf, prays that this. Court enter Judgment against Defeadant for the 


—_ “following: (a). reinstatement to his former position with back pay and benefits: (b) such 
compensatory damages as.ajury might award; (c) such punitive damages as a jury might award, (qd). 
"such economic damages as a jury might award; (e) such other damages as a Jury might aw rd; and (f) 


 attorney’s fees and costs. 









JURY DEMAND 


Plaintiff demands a tial by jury on all issues triable to a jury as a matter of right. 


Respectfully Submitted, 






Mar Vincent Melehy, 
D.C. Bar No. 415849 
Zipin & Melehy, LLC | 
8403 Colesville Rd, Swe 610 | 
Silver Spring, MD 20310 
Phone: (301) 587-6364 
Fax: (301) 587-6308 7 
Email: ovmeleh @undlaw.com | 


Auomey for Plaintiff 
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